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THE  QUESTIONS  AT  ISSUE 

On  June  24,  October  7,  and  October  8,  1992,  plaintiff,  who  was 
represented  by  Andrew  J.  Wilson  of  Wilson,  Ryan  &  Campilongo,  and  Laurie  J. 
Bartilson  of  Bowles  &  Moxon,  took  the  deposition  of  Gerald  Armstrong.  Mr. 
Armstrong  refused  to  answer  many  questions,  and  also  refused  to  produce  any 
documents.  The  Following  questions  or  requests  were  posed  to  Mr.  Amrstrong 
with  his  refusal  to  testify  and/or  produce  documents: 

A.  DEPOSITION  QUESTIONS  CONCERNING  ARMSTRONG'S  WORK  ON  THE 
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AZNARAN  CASE 


QUESTION  NO.  1: 

Q.  So  the  court  reporter  has  handed  you  an  1 1  page  document  with  an 
Aznaran  case  caption,  titled  "Declaration  of  Gerald  Armstrong  in  Opposition  of 
Motion  to  Exclude  Expert  Testimony,"  and  marked  as  Exhibit  1 1,  and  I  would  like 
you  to  take  a  look  at  it,  please. 

A.  Did  you  ever  read  "Fear"? 

Q.  No.  Mr.  Armstrong,  have  you  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  two- 
page  declaration  that  is  the  beginning  of  Exhibit  11? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  also  — 

A.  Hold  on  a  minute. 

MR.  GREENE:  Hold  it.  Any  responses  having  to  do  with  any 
communications  that  occurred  in  my  office,  between  you  and  me  or  otherwise.  I'm 
instructing  you  not  to  answer.  You  can  authenticate  this  document,  but  as  to  its 
preparation,  do  not  answer  questions. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  I  can't  ask  him  if  he  drafted  this  declaration? 

MR.  GREENE:  You  can  ask  him.  I'm  going  to  instruct  him  not  to  answer. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Let  me  make  my  record  real  quick  here,  then. 

MR.  GREENE:  I'll  just  do  it  for  you.  I  will  allow  the  witness  to  authenticate 
this  document,  which  he's  already  done. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Actually  he  hasn't. 

MR.  GREENE:  If  he  hasn't,  fine,  have  him  authenticate  it.  Any  questions 
about  the  document's  preparation,  I'm  going  to  instruct  him  not  to  answer. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay. 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  is  that  you  signature  on  page  2  of  the  document? 

A.  Yes. 
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Q.  Looking  at  Exhibit  1  attached  to  the  declaration,  do  you  recall  how  it 
came  into  your  possession? 

MR,  GREENE:  Again,  Mr.  Armstrong,  if,  in  your  response  to  the  questions, 
you  would  disclose  any  communications  or  transactions  which  transpired  between 
you  and  me  or  within  the  activities  in  my  office,  I  would  instruct  you  not  to  answer 
the  question.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  your  response  would  not  include  a  disclosure 
of  such  information,  you  may. 

THE  WITNESS:  Then  I  would  not  answer. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol.  Ill,  pp.  322:19-324:21) 

QUESTION  NO.  2: 

Q.  The  court  reporter  has  handed  you  a  document  which  purports  to  be  a 
declaration  of  Gerald  Armstrong,  again  in  the  Aznaran  case.  The  declaration  itself 
is  ten  pages  in  length,  and  it  attaches  several  exhibits,  all  the  way  through  Exhibit 
5.  I'll  ask  you  to  recognize  that. 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  On  page  10  of  the  declaration,  is  that  you  signature? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you,  in  fact,  execute  it  on  September  3rd,  1991? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  prepare  this  declaration  yourself,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

MR.  GREENE:  Again,  I  instruct  you  not  to  answer  the  question.  Because  it 
would  disclose  intra-office  procedures,  don't  answer  it. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  was  this  declaration  prepared  at  Mr. 
Greene's  office? 

MR.  GREENE:  Again,  don't  answer  the  question.  You  may  authenticate  the 
document,  but  do  not  answer  any  questions  with  respect  to  the  nature,  manner, "or 
means  of  its  preparation. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  In  fact,  you  prepared  this  document,  not  at  Mr. 
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•'"N,  '~\ 

Greene's  office,  didn't  you,  Mr.  Armstrong?  You  didn't  prepare  this  document  at 
Mr.  Greene's  office,  did  you? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  III,  pp.  329:15-330:18) 

QUESTION  NO.  3: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  without  referring  to  the  substance  of  any  particular  case, 
could  you  tell  me  please:  What  are  the  duties,  the  sorts  of  duties,  that  you 
currently  perform  for  Mr.  Greene,  working  in  his  office  without  referring  to  any 
substance  of  any  case? 

A.  Okay. 

MR.  GREENE:  No.  I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to  answer  that  question. 
The  procedures  that  occur  in  my  office  are  not  going  to  be  a  subject  of  this 
litigation.  Don't  answer  that  question. 

THE  WITNESS:  Okay. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol.  Ill,  pp.  335:25-336:12) 

QUESTION  NO.  4: 

Q,  Mr.  Armstrong,  since  your  last  deposition  on  July  22nd,  1992,  in  this 
case,  have  you  performed  any  work  at  all  for  Mr.  or  Mrs.  Aznaran  concerning  their 
litigation  presently  pending  in  the  Northern  District  of  Texas? 

MR.  GREENE:  Do  not  answer  that  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  On  what  grounds? 

THE  WITNESS:  Fifth  Amendment. 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  not  Fifth  Amendment.  Do  not  answer  that  question  on 
the  grounds  of  attorney-client  privilege,  of  work-product  privilege  and  privacy. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  We  have  an  injunction  preventing  him  from  doing  that 
very  activity  in  this  case.  It's  highly  probative.  Are  you  going  to  instruct  him  not 
to  answer. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  am  instructing  him  not  to  answer. 
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(id.  P.  336:13-337:6) 

QUESTION  NO.  5: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  have  you  done  a  substantial  amount  of  work  in  the 
Aznaran  case  since  your  last  deposition  in  this  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction.  Same  basis. 

(id.  P-  337:7-10) 

QUESTION  NO.  6: 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  did  you  have  anything  to  do  with 
aiding  Mr.  Greene  in  his  preparation  of  the  opposition  to  defendants'  motion  in  the 
Aznaran  case  to  change  venue  of  the  case  to  the  Northern  District  of  Texas? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction.  Same  basis. 

(id.  p.  337:1 1-16) 

QUESTION  NO.  7: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  did  you  do  any  work  at  all  in  connection  with  the  motion 
for  reconsideration  of  venue,  change  order,  or  the  ex  parte  applications  that  Mr. 
Greene  filed  in  that  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions.  All  these  questions  will  receive  the  same 
instruction  and  the  same  basis. 

(id.  p.  337:17-23) 

QUESTION  NO.  8: 

Q.  Are  you  presently,  in  your  capacity  as  a  paralegal  in  Mr.  Greene's 
office,  doing  work  in  the  Aznaran  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  objection  and  instruction  as  before. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol.lll,  p. 391:10-14) 

QUESTION  NO.  9: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  currently  handle  files  in  Mr.  Greene's  office 
concerning  the  Aznaran  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  objection  and  instruction  as  before. 
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(id-  P-  391:15-19) 

QUESTION  NO.  10: 

Q.  Do  you  summarize  depositions  for  Mr.  Greene  in  the  Aznaran  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

(id-  p.  391:20-22) 

QUESTION  NO.  11: 

Q.  Working  as  a  paralegal  in  Mr.  Greene's  office,  do  you  interview 
witnesses? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

(id-  p.  391:23-25) 

QUESTION  NO.  12: 

Q.  In  your  capacity  as  a  paralegal  in,  quote,  "Scientology  litigation,"  close 
quote,  that  you've  described  here  in  paragraph  2  of  your  affidavit,  do  you  draft 
pleadings  for  Mr.  Greene's  office? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

(Id.  p.  392:1-6) 

QUESTION  NO.  13: 

Q:  Could  you  tell  me,  Mr.  Armstrong:  when  was  the  last  time  you  did  any 
work  at  all  for  Mr.  Greene's  office  concerning  the  Aznarans? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

Q.  And  to  make  the  record  complete,  could  you  also  tell  me,  please:  When 
was  the  last  time  you  performed  any  work  for  Mr.  Greene 's  office  concerning 
any  individual  or  group  involved  in  a  dispute  with  any  Scientology  entity? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

(id.  p.  392:7-16) 

QUESTION  NO.  14: 

Q.  Did  you,  at  any  time,  since  July  22nd,  discuss,  however  briefly,  with 
either  of  the  Aznarans  any  matters  concerning  their  own  case? 
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A.  Broadly,  yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  discuss? 

MR.  GREENE:  Let  me  take  a  break  here. 

(Sotto  voce  conversation  between  the  witness  and  Mr.  Greene.) 

MR.  GREENE:  Go  ahead. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  After  discussing  it  with  your  attorney,  Mr.  Armstrong, 
what's  the  answer  to  your  question? 

A.  The  extent  of  those  matters  was  the  relaying  of  a  communication 
from  Mr.  Greene  or  back  and  forth. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  You  were  relaying  a  communication  from  Mr.  Greene 
to  the  Aznarans? 

A.  It  may  have  been  that. 

Q.  May  have  been? 

A.  With  the  understanding  that  it  could  take  the  form  as  simple  as,  "Is 
your  fax  machine  on?" 

Q.  Did  you  fax  things  to  the  Aznarans? 

MR.  GREENE:  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to  answer  that 
question  based  on  attorney-work  product  privilege. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Did  you  assemble  documents  for  the  purpose  of  faxing  to 
the  Aznarans? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  This  is  for  the  work  product  privilege  concerning  Mr. 
Armstrong's  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  No.  Concerning  the  Aznaran's  case. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Concerning  the  Aznaran's  case. 

MR.  GREENE:  And  based  on  general  privacy  concerns  of  my  office  -- 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Privacy  concerns  of  your  office.  You  won't  let  him  tell 
me  whether  or  not  he  faxed  anything  to  the  Aznarans?  MR.  GREENE:  That's 
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right. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol.  IV,  pp.  448:9-450:1) 

QUESTION  NO.  15: 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Mr.  Armstrong,  has  Mr.  Greene  ever  instructed  you  not  to 
work  on  the  Aznaran  file? 

MR.  GREENE:  I'm  going  to  object,  and  that  objection  is  asserted  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  Armstrong  based  on  the  attorney-client  privilege.  Do  not  answer  that 
question. 

(id.  p.  450:2-8) 

QUESTION  NO.  16: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  other  than  relaying  communication  from  Mr.  Greene, 
whether  by  fax  or  verbally,  to  the  Aznarans  concerning  their  case,  have  you  had 
any  other  communications  with  the  Aznarans  concerning  their  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  That  misstates  his  prior  testimony.  Don't  answer  the 
question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Hard  to  answer  if  I  can't  finish  it.  Why  don't  you  let  me 
finish  the  question  and  raise  the  objection  so  we  have  a  complete  record? 

MR.  GREENE:  I  thought  you  said,  "did  you  have  any  communications  on 
any  other  cases?"  I  thought  you  were  finished.  Sounded  like  the  end  of  a 
question  to  me. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  No.  Can  you  read  back  what  I  had  so  far? 

(Record  read.) 

MS.  BARTILSON:  By  George.  I  take  it  back.  I  finished  the  thought.  I  didn't 
even  know  it.  So  he's  not  going  to  answer? 

MR.  GREENE:  That  is  correct. 

(id.  Dp.  450:24-452:20) 

REASONS  FOR  COMPELLING  RESPONSES  TO  CATEGORY  A 

A  central  allegation  in  CSI's  complaint  is  Armstrong's  assistance  via  Ford 
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Greene  to  anti-Church  litigants  Richard  and  Vicki  Aznaran.  id.  Before  the  instant 
litigation  was  started,  Armstrong  obtained  employment  in  the  offices  of  the 
Aznarans'  attorneys  (first  Joseph  Yanny,  then  Ford  Greene),  and  provided  them 
with  assistance  in  the  case  of  Vicki  Aznaran  and  Richard  Aznaran  v.  Church  of 
Scientology  International,  et  al . ,  U.S.  District  Court,  Central  District  of  California 
No.  CV-88-1 786-JMI(Ex).  Armstrong  was  enjoined  from  continuing  to  provide  this 
assistance  by  the  Court's  May,  1992  order.  Armstrong's  provision  of  aid  to  the 
Aznarans  is  thus  a  central  factual  question  raised  by  the  complaint,  and  prohibited 
both  by  the  underlying  settlement  agreement  and  the  injunction. 

The  questions  set  forth  above  obviously  and  directly  address  the  issues  of 
whether  or  not  Mr.  Armstrong  has,  is  and  intends  to  continue  to  aid  the  Aznarans. 
They  seek  basic  information  concerning  the  nature  and  extent  of  Armstrong's 
breaches  relative  to  the  Aznarans. 

Mr.  Greene  instructed  Mr.  Armstrong  not  to  answer  these  questions, 
claiming  that  the  attorney-client  privilege  and  the  work  product  doctrine  protected 
discovery  into  these  areas.  These  objections,  however,  are  inapplicable  to  the 
questions  asked. 

Pursuant  to  Evidence  Code  §954,  a  client  has  a  privilege  to  refuse  to 
disclose,  and  to  prevent  another  from  disclosing,  a  confidenial  communication 
between  client  and  lawyer.  A  confidential  communication  between  client  and 
lawyer  "means  information  transmitted  between  a  client  and  his  lawyer  in  the 
course  of  that  relationship  and  in  confidence  by  a  means  which  .  .  .  discloses  the 
information  to  no  third  persons  other  than  those  who  are  present  to  further  the 
interests  of  the  client.  .  .  ."  Evid.  C.  §952.  Thus,  the  fundamental  requirement  for 
the  attorney-client  privilege  to  apply  is  that  the  question  seek  to  discover  the 
content  of  an  attorney-client  communication.  The  privilege  may  not  be  used  to 
and  does  not  conceal  everything  which  refers  to  or  is  said  and  done  in  connection 
with  lego!  representation.  E.a..  Ccv  v.  Superior  Court  (1962),  58  Cal. 2d  210, 
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219-220,  23  Cal.Rptr.  393,  397-398,  (date  on  which  conversations  between 
client  and  attorney  occurred  is  not  "a  matter  within  the  purview  of  attorney-client 
privilege,  although  it  'refers'  to  thta  relationship"  and  interrogatory  questions 
concerning  date  of  communication  with  attorney  should  be  answered.) 

So,  here,  no  attorney-client  privilege  can  attach,  on  behalf  of  the  Aznarans, 
to  questions  such  as  the  last  date  on  which  Arstrong  did  any  work  for  Mr. 

Greene's  office  on  the  Aznaran  case;  whether  Armstrong  assembled  documents  for 
the  purpose  of  faxing  them  to  the  Aznarans;  whether  Armstrong  has  been 
instructed  by  his  employer  not  to  work  on  the  Aznaran's  file;  or  whether 
Armstrong  performed  actions  in  Mr.  Greene's  office  which  assisted  the  Aznarans  in 
their  litigation. 

Nor  can  the  limited  work  product  privilege  apply  to  these  questions. 

Pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §2018,  the  "work  product  of  an  attorney  is  not  discoverable 
unless  the  court  determines  that  denial  of  discovery  will  unfairly  prejudice  the  party 
seeking  discovery  in  preparing  that  party's  claim  or  defense  or  will  result  in  an 
injustice."  Only  writings  which  reflect  "an  attorney's  impressions,  conclusions, 
opinions  or  legal  research  or  theories"  are  completely  protected  from  discovery. 

In  this  case,  the  questions  asked  of  Armstrong  in  deposition  do  not  probe 
into  Mr.  Greene's  work  product  at  all;  they  certainly  have  nothing  to  do  with  his 
writings.  The  questions  seek  to  establish  whether  or  not  Armstrong  has  breached 
the  agreement  and  the  injunction  by  aiding  the  Aznarans.  They  do  not  probe  the 
content  of  any  writings,  nor  have  they  asked  for  production  of  work  generated  by 
either  Armstrong  or  Greene  on  the  case.  Indeed,  the  only  questions  asked  which 
specifically  pertain  to  matters  at  issue  in  the  Aznaran  case  were  questions  which 
sought  to  ascertain  the  degree  of  Armstrong's  participation  in  the  preparation  of 
materials  that  were  filed  in  that  case,  and  are  thus  part  of  the  public  record. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Armstrong  should  be  ordered  to  return  to 
deposition,  and  to  answer  fully  each  of  the  questions  set  forth  above,  along  with 
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any  relevant  follow-up  questions  which  those  answers  may  generate. 


B.  DEPOSITION  QUESTIONS  CONCERNING  ARMSTRONG'S  CONTINUING 

PROVISION  OF  ASSISTANCE  TO  OTHER  LITIGANTS 

QUESTION  NO.  17: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  while  working  in  Mr.  Greene's  office,  have  you  provided 
assistance  to  any  other  individuals  who  are  engaged  in  disputes  with  the  Church  of 
Scientology  International  or  any  other  entity  that's  covered  by  the  settlement 
agreement? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  That's  at  any  time  since  he  came  to  work  at  your  office? 
MR.  GREENE:  That's  absolutely  right. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  III,  p.  338:2-1 1) 

QUESTION  NO.  18: 

Q.  When  in  1992  did  you  speak  to  Richard  Behar? 

A.  Sometime  in  the  spring. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  the  hearing  in  front  of  Judge 
Dufficy? 

A.  I  believe  it  was  after. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  your  first  appearance  in  Los 
Angeles  after  this  case  had  been  transferred  to  Los  Angeles? 

A.  It  may  have  been. 

Q.  It  may  have  been  before? 

A.  Before  or  after. 

Q.  Okay.  Was  this  the  only  occasion  on  which  you  spoke  to  Mr.  Behar  in 

1 992,  or  was  there  more  than  one? 

A.  There  may  have  been  two,  but  I  have  no  recollection  when  or  if. 

Q.  Was  it  by  telephone? 

A.  Yes. 
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Q, 


Did  you  call  him  or  did  he  call  you? 
I  believe  I  called  him. 


A. 

Q.  Do  you  call  the  reason  for  your  telephone  call  to  Mr.  Behar? 

A.  I  think  it  had  to  do  with  the  organization's  suing  either  Time  or 

Reader's  Digest  for  the  reprint  of  the  Time  article. 

Q.  So  someone  suing  Time  or  Reader's  Digest  was  your  reason  for  calling 
Mr.  Behar? 

A.  Someone? 

Q.  Right. 

A.  No. 

Q.  Then  I  misunderstood. 

A.  The  organization's  suit. 

Q.  Okay. 

A.  Right. 

Q.  Are  you  a  party  to  that  suit? 

A.  I'm  sorry? 

Q.  Are  you  a  party  to  that  suit? 

A.  No. 

Q.  To  the  best  of  your  recollection,  what  did  you  say  to  him,  and  what 
did  he  say  to  you? 

MR.  GREENE:  At  this  point,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to 
answer  that  question  based  on  attorney-client,  work-product  and  joint  defense 
privileges. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Mr.  Greene,  just  so  I  understand  this  when  we  take  it  in 
front  of  the  judge,  could  you  elaborate  a  little  bit  on  - 

MR.  GREENE:  --  what  a  client  - 

MR.  GREENE:  --  not  at  this  time.  Counsel.  I  would  be  happy  to  meet  and 
confer  with  you  later,  but  I  will  not  do  it  now. 


12 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

fa 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


(id-  PP-  386:6-388:8) 

QUESTION  NO.  19: 

Q.  Did  you  provide  any  aid  to  Bent  Corydon  or  his  attorney,  Toby  Plevin,  of 
any  kind  beyond  testifying? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  aid  did  you  provide  them? 

MR.  GREENE:  Hold  on.  Mr.  Armstrong,  there  may  be  applicable  here  on 
behalf  of  Ms.  Plevin  an  attorney-work  product  privilege.  So  if,  in  response  to  this 
answer  -  I'm  not  exactly  sure.  I  just  would  caution  you  -  Can  we  go  off  the 
record  a  second,  please? 

(Pause  in  proceedings.) 

MR.  GREENE:  Back  on  the  record.  With  respect  to  the  pending  answer,  for 
the  time  being,  I'm  going  to  instruct  Mr.  Armstrong  not  to  answer  for  the  purpose 
of  notifying  Ms.  Plevin  regarding  the  information  that's  sought  so  as  to  provide  her 
with  an  opportunity  to  assert  any  rights  that  she  may  consider  are  appropriate  for 
her  to  assert  in  that  regard.  So  for  now,  my  instruction  to  you,  Mr.  Armstrong,  is: 
Don't  answer  the  question. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  IV,  pp.  424:15-425:10) 

QUESTION  NO.  20: 

Q.  You've  already  testified  that  you  provided  assistance  to  Ms.  Plevin  on 
Mr.  Corydon's  case.  Now  I  am  asking  you  if,  during  this  time  period  when  you 
were  assisting  her  clerically,  if  that  was  any  of  the  assistance  you  provided  on  Mr. 
Corydon's  case. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  think  the  same  objection  I  imposed  earlier.  It  may  be  by 
disclosure,  whatever  Mr.  Armstrong  did  for  Ms.  Plevin,  that  from  such 
information,  inferences  can  be  drawn  that  would  impact  her  attorney-work 
privilege.  And  so  on  those  grounds,  and  for  the  time  being,  I  will  instruct  you,  Mr. 
Armstrong  not  to  answer  pending  an  opportunity  for  Ms.  Plevin  to  assert  her 
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rights,  such  as  they  may  be. 

MR.  BARTILSON:  Since  I  haven't  asked  for  substance,  I  think  that's  a 
patently  - 

MR.  GREENE:  I  stated  the  grounds  for  my  objection,  and  the  - 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Could  I  finish  my  sentence,  please? 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  I'm  sorry.  And  the  instruction  will  stand.  So  you  can  do 
whatever  you  like.  But  the  instruction  will  stand,  Ms.  Bartilson. 

(id-  PP-  428:6-429:4) 

QUESTION  NO.  21: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  other  than  the  few  days  that  you've  described  when  you 
provided  clerical  service  to  Ms.  Plevin,  have  you  been  employed  by  her  in  any 
capacity? 

MR.  GREENE:  Relating  to  Scientology  litigation? 

MS.  BARTILSON:  In  general. 

MR.  GREENE:  Don't  answer  the  question.  It's  irrelevant  and  not  calculated 
to  lead  to  admissible  evidence. 

(id-  p.  430:6-15) 

QUESTION  NO.  22: 

Q.  Listen,  please,  very  carefully,  Mr.  Armstrong.  I  am  not  asking  you  about 
providing  anything.  That's  not  part  of  this  question.  What  you  do  isn't  part  of  it 
yet.  All  I'm  asking  is:  Did  Ms.  Plevin  ask  you  for  help? 

MR.  GREENE:  He  testified  that  she  didn't. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  In  connection  with  any  litigation  -  just  help  in 
connection  with  any  litigation  in  which  she  represents  someone  against  any  Church 
of  Scientology  related  entity.  That's  all.  Did  she  ask  you  for  help? 

A.  As  you've  stated  it,  no. 

Q.  Did  she  ask  you  for  help  of  other  kind? 

A.  Yes. 
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Q. 


Whether  or  not  she  asked  you  for  it,  did  you  help  her  with  any  anti- 


Scientology  litigation  in  any  way? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  do? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction,  Mr.  Armstrong.  Same  reasons. 

(id-  P-  434:5-25) 

QUESTION  NO.  23: 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  know  Tilly  Good? 

A.  Yes.  In  the  sense  -  when  you  say  "know,"  I  know  of  her  existence, 

yes. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  spoken  with  Ms.  Good? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  On  how  many  occasions? 

A.  Perhaps  four. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  met  Ms.  Good? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  worked  on  her  case  file? 

MR.  GREENE:  Objection.  Attorney-client  work  product  privilege.  All  of  the 
prior  objections  which  would  be  work  product,  privacy,  interference  with  right  to 
counsel  and  attorney-client. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  These  are  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good. 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  correct.  Well,  no.  Attorney-client  and  work  product 
are  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good.  And  privacy  is  asserted  on  behalf  of  my  office 
generally.  And  Sixth  Amendment  is  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  is  the  first  time  you  remember  speaking  with 
Ms.  Good,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

A.  Some  months  ago. 

Q.  In  1992? 
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A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  Was  it  before  April  1992? 

A.  I  don't  recall. 

Q.  When  is  the  last  time  you  recall  speaking  to  Ms.  Good? 

A.  Perhaps  a  month  ago. 

Q.  Have  you  provided  Mr.  Greene  with  any  assistance  in  working  on  Ms. 
Good's  case? 

A.  [sic  -  MR.  GREENE:]  I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to  answer  based  on 
ambiguity  and  vagueness. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Ambiguity  and  vagueness? 

MR.  GREENE:  Right. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Is  Mr.  Greene  Ms.  Good's  attorney? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  Ms.  Good  have  a  dispute  with  one  or  more  Churches  of 
Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  with  respect  to  that,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I  will  instruct  you 
not  to  answer  the  question  based  on  attorney-work  product  privilege. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  have  personal  knowledge 
whether  or  not  Ms.  Good  has  a  dispute  with  any  Church  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  Again,  same  instruction.  Don't  answer  the  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Or  if  she  had  one? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  I  find  this  a  little  curious,  Mr.  Greene,  since  you  have 
been  bombarding  my  office  with  letters  concerning  Ms.  Good's  dispute.  I  can 
hardly  see  how  you  claim  that's  privileged  information. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  IV,  pp.  451:22-454:4) 

QUESTION  NO.  24: 

Q,  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  know  Denise  Cantin? 


16 


/r 

1! 

1! 

21 

2 

2 

2 

/'• 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


A.  Yes. 

Q.  Had  you  ever  met  Ms.  Cantin  —  Dr.  Cantin? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  her? 

A.  At  the  Hub  law  office. 

Q.  On  how  many  occasions  have  you  met  Dr.  Cantin? 

A.  One. 

Q.  When  was  that? 

A.  I  would  say  approximately  -- 

MR.  GREENE:  Wait,  wait,  wait.  Actually,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'm  going  to 
instruct  you  not  to  answer  that  question,  and  I'm  going  to  --  that  instruction  is 
based  on  the  attorney-client  privilege,  because  I  do  not  want  Scientology  knowing 
anything  about  the  frequency  or  anything  else  that  I  meet  with  my  clients.  So 
don't  answer  the  question.  And  I  would  also  add  two  other  objections,  which  is 
the  right  to  privacy  and  interference  with  the  right  to  counsel. 

(id.  pp.  454:5-455:2) 

QUESTION  NO.  25: 

Q.  Have  you  spoke  with  Dr.  Cantin  on  the  telephone? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  with  Dr.  Cantin  her  dispute  with  any  Churches  of 
Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  there,  the  same  objections  apply.  The  same  instruction, 
(id.  P-  455:9-15) 

QUESTION  NO.  26: 

Q.  Do  you  know  Ed  Roberts? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  met  Mr.  Roberts? 

A,  Yes. 
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Q.  Where  did  you  meet  Mr.  Roberts? 

A.  In  Boulder  Creek. 

Q.  When  was  that? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  with  respect  to  that,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'll  give  you  the 
same  instruction.  And  the  --  for  the  same  reasons  as  applied  to  Roberts. 

(id.  p.  455:20-456:4) 

QUESTION  NO.  27: 

Q.  Have  you  spoken  with  Mr.  Roberts  since  the  time  you  interviewed  him  in 
November  of  1 991  ? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  many  times? 

A.  Perhaps  seven. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  with  him  on  any  of  those  seven  occasions  his 
dispute  with  one  or  more  Churches  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  I'm  going  to  draw  the  line  there  and  instruct  you  not  to 
answer  for  the  same  reasons  previously  stated. 

(id-  p.  457:3-14) 

QUESTION  NO.  28: 

Q.  Since  November  1991,  have  you  helped  Mr.  Greene,  prepare  any 
documents  in  connection  with  the  Roberts  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  As  to  that,  I  will  draw  the  line  and  instruct  you  not  to  answer 
the  question  based  on  the  reasons  previously  stated. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Since  November  of  1991,  have  you  had  any 
discussions  with  Mr.  Greene  concerning  the  substance  of  Mr.  Roberts'  claims 
against  any  of  the  Churches  of  Scientology  related  entities? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction;  same  reasons. 

(id.  p.  457:18-23) 

QUESTION  NO.  29: 
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MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Since  November  of  1991,  have  had  any  discussions 
with  Mr.  Roberts  or  have  you  been  present  in  any  discussions  between  Mr.  Roberts 
and  others  concerning  his  claims  against  Church  of  Scientology  or  any  related 
entities? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction;  same  reasons. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  I'd  like  to  ask  those  questions  concerning  both  Ms. 
Good  and  Dr.  Cantin,  and  I  assume  they  will  be  the  same. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  will  stipulate  as  to  the  same  questions  with  the  same  two 
positions  in  response  as  to  Tilly  H.  Good  and  Denise  Cantin. 

(id-  PP-  457:24-458:17) 

REASONS  FOR  COMPELLING  RESPONSES  TO  CATEGORY  B 

The  Aznarans  are  not  the  only  litigants  against  the  plaintiff  that  Armstrong 
has  aided,  despite  the  agreement  and  court  order  which  prohibit  him  from  doing 
so.  Armstrong  has  also  admitted  to  providing  aid  to  numerous  litigants  and 
claimants  against  CSI  or  other  persons  and  entities  protected  by  the  agreement  and 
the  order,  including  Bent  Corydon,  Tillie  Good,  Ed  Roberts  and  Denise  Cantin. 
However,  as  demonstrated  by  the  questions  recited  supra,  all  efforts  to  ascertain 
the  timing  and  extent  of  the  aid  provided  to  these  people  by  Armstrong  were  met 
with  claims  of  attorney-client  and  work  product  privilege.  As  with  the  questions 
concerning  the  Aznarans,  these  questions  do  not  seek  the  content  of  the 
communications  between  client  and  lawyer,  but  the  dates  and  facts  concerning 
Armstrong's  breach  of  contract.  Armstrong  should  be  ordered  to  return  to 
deposition,  and  respond  to  these  questions  in  full. 

C.  DEPOSITION  QUESTIONS  CONCERNING  THE  AMOUNT  ARMSTRONG 

RECEIVED  IN  SETTLEMENT 

QUESTION  NO.  30: 

Q.  ...  were  you  aware  of  the  general  terms  as  opposed  to  the  specific 
language  that  was  contained  in  the  agreement? 
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1 

A,  Only  in  that  Mr.  Flynn  and  1  had  arrived  at  a  figure,  so  1  was  aware  of 

2 

that. 

3 

Q.  And  what  was  that  figure? 

4 

A.  1  am  not  — 

5 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 

6 

THE  WITNESS:  --  permitted  to  discuss  that. 

7 

MR.  GREENE:  Don't  answer  the  question. 

8 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  In  fact,  how  much  money  did  you  receive  from  the 

9 

settlement,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

10 

A.  1  am  not  permitted  to  discuss  that. 

11 

Q.  Because  of  what? 

12 

A.  Because  of  agreements  which  1  will  honor. 

13 

Q.  And  those  agreements  are  between  you  and  who? 

14 

A.  Mr.  Flynn. 

15 

Q.  So  between  you  and  Mr.  Flynn  you  agreed  not  to  disclose  that 

16 

amount? 

17 

A.  Right,  and  1  have  not. 

18 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  1,  pp.  70:25-71:21) 

19 

QUESTION  NO.  31: 

20 

Q.  Now,  this  30  pieces  of  silver  that  you  were  paid,  you  refused  to  tell 

21 

me  how  much  that  was;  right? 

22 

A.  Right. 

23 

Q.  And  that's  despite  the  fact  that  you're  --  let  me  ask  you  this,  you're 

24 

aware  that  Mr.  Joe  Yanny  sought  to  intervene  in  this  action  as  an  amicus,  as  a 

25 

party;  is  that  correct? 

26 

A.  Right. 

27 

Q.  And  you're  aware  that  Mr.  Yanny's  attorney,  Graham  Berry,  filed  a 

28 

brief  in  which  he  said  you  were  paid  $800,000:  right? 
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A.  I  have  seen  that  stated  a  number  of  times. 

Q.  And  you're  aware  that  your  attorney,  Mr.  Greene,  filed  a  brief  in 
which  he  adopted  the  brief  filed  by  Mr.  Berry? 

A.  Okay. 

Okay? 

I'm  accepting  your  representations  but  I  have  no  reason  to  — 

Are  you  aware  of  that  or  not? 

I  have  no  reason  to  argue.  I'm  agreeing  with  you. 

With  that  background,  I'm  going  to  ask  you  is  it  true  you  were  paid 


Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

$800,000? 

A.  Again,  I  have  never  stated  that  to  anyone  and  I  have  honored  my 
agreement  with  Michael  Flynn  in  that  regard.  What  other  people  chose  to  say 
about  it  is  up  to  them. 

Q.  And  it's  your  position  that  your  agreement  with  Mr.  Flynn  requires 
you  not  to  disclose  that  even  though  you're  here  testifying  under  oath? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  And  that  the  notice  of  your  deposition,  since  you're  a  party  to  this 
action,  is  the  equivalent  to  a  subpoena? 

A.  By  which  you  mean,  if  therefore  you're  stating  that  anybody  were  to 
subpoena  in  the  future  would  be  therefore  obliged  to  produce  their  settlement 
agreements  and  you  would  not  object  to  that,  then  now  we're  talking  a  whole 
different  ballgame. 

Q,  No.  All  I'm  saying  -- 

A.  I  know  what  you're  saying. 

Q.  Do  you  understand  that  you're  here  under  a  procedure  equivalent  to  a 
subpoena  and  you  are  nevertheless  refusing  to  answer  my  question? 

MR.  GREENE:  Don't  answer  that.  That's  an  argumentative  question. 

MR.  WILSON:  Do  you  understand  that,  Mr.  Greene? 
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MR.  GREENE:  Km  not  being  deposed  here.  He  is  instructed  not  to  answer. 

MR.  WILSON:  Let  me  ask  you  this  - 

MR.  GREENE:  You  get  the  answer  from  the  witness.  The  witness  said,  "I'm 
not  going  to  answer  that,  I'm  going  to  honor  my  agreement  with  Mr.  Flynn."  Your 
inquiry  has  been  responded  to.  You've  got  the  appropriate  procedures  to  move  to 
compel.  I'm  sure  you  will,  so  let's  move  on. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  I,  pp.  115:5-117:16) 

QUESTION  NO.  32: 

Q.  Did  you  give  away  the  money  that  the  Church  paid  you  in  settlement? 

A.  Well,  I'm,  that's  not  a  very  well  worded  question,  because  I  gave 
away  all  my  assets  including  all  my  money. 

Q.  When? 

A.  When?  August  1990? 

*  *  * 

Q.  What  did  you  have  in  August  1990  that  you  gave  away? 

A.  Cash,  property,  stocks,  rights  and  debts  owed  to  me. 

Q.  Okay.  Let's  start  with  the  cash.  How  much  cash  did  you  give  away? 

A.  I  don't  think  that's  appropriate  for  me  to  get  into.  I  decline  to  answer. 

Q.  Well,  I'll  tell  you  why  it's  relevant.  And  if  it  isn't,  it  can  be  made 

relevant  by  the  complaint.  Under  the  Fraudulent  Conveyance  Act,  fraudulent 
conveyances  are  defined  in  a  number  of  ways,  including  transfers  without 
considerations,  which  these  are  by  virtue  of  Mr.  Armstrong's  testimony. 

A.  By  which  you  mean  therefore  every  donation  made  by  every 
Scientologist  is  of  necessity  a  fraudulent  conveyance?  Are  you  certain  that  every 
donation  made  by  anyone  to  charity  is  a  fraudulent  conveyance?  I  think  that  you  — 

Q.  I'm  just  explaining  the  relevance  of  the  question  to  you.  You  testified 
that  you  gave  away  your  assets,  that  you  received  no  monetary  consideration  for 
them.  I  believe  that  qualifies  as  a  fraudulent  conveyance  under  the  California 
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Code.  I  cannot  recall  whether  it's  either  4139  or  4169.  I  can  get  it.  One  is 
transfer  without  consideration  of  a  creditor  as  defined  for  anyone  with  a  claim, 
which  would  include  the  Church  of  Scientologist  [sic  -Scientology]  in  this  case. 
There  is  no  claim  of  fraudulent  conveyance  in  the  complaint  now.  It  will  be 
amended  so  you  can  answer  the  question  now,  or  you  can  answer  them  later.  It's 
your  choice.  As  of  this  instance,  there  is  no  fraudulent  conveyance  claim  because 
I  just  learned  of  it;  there  will  be  one.  So  if  your  lawyer  objects  on  the  ground  of 
relevance,  technically  he's  correct  now,  but  he  won't  be  in  the  future.  So  you  can 
answer  now  or  you  can  answer  later. 

A.  Now,  you  answer  me.  Scientology  complains  of  things  which 
apparently  they  claimed  occurred  from  June  1991  forward  not  only  that,  but  they 
sued  me  in  1992.  A  year  and  a  half  following  the  conveyance.  You  tell  me. 

Q.  Tell  you  what? 

MR.  GREENE:  Listen,  Gerry,  if  you  don't  want  to  answer  the  question,  don't 
answer  the  question.  Let's  move  on. 

THE  WITNESS:  Okay.  Go  ahead. 

MR.  GREENE:  At  this  point,  no  answer. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol.  II,  pp.  267:16-271:6) 

QUESTION  NO.  33: 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  I'm  going  to  ask  the  question  again.  Were  you  paid 
$800,000? 

MR.  GREENE:  Asked  and  answered.  Don't  answer  that  question. 

MR.  WILSON:  Are  you  instructing  him  not  to  answer  that  question? 

MR.  GREENE:  If  he  does  not  want  to  answer  the  question  based  on  his 
agreement  with  Mr.  Flynn,  yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  And  is  there  any  other  basis  for  your  instructing  him  not  to 
answer? 

MR.  GREENE:  Yes,  attorney-client  privilege. 
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MR.  WILSON:  Attorney-client  privilege? 

MR.  GREENE:  Yes,  between  him  and  Flynn. 

MR.  WILSON:  The  fact  that  he  received  a  sum  of  money  is  an  attorney- 
client  communication,  is  that  what  - 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  Mr.  Wilson,  I'm  not  going  to  debate  the  merits  with  you, 
as  you  know  [sic  -  now]  incredulously  make  your  inquiries.  Just  ask  your 
questions,  get  your  answers  and  move  on. 

MR.  WILSON:  All  I'm  trying  to  do  is  understand  your  positions,  because 
although  I  sort  of  doubt  it,  I  think  if  I  understood  them,  maybe  we'll  get 
somewhere.  But  I'm  having  trouble  understanding  how  the  receipt  of  a  sum  of 
money  could  be  an  attorney-client  communication. 

MR.  GREENE:  Well,  I'm  sorry. 

MR.  WILSON:  Unless  there's  some  kind  of  code  that  says  if  I  pay  you  a 
dollar  come  here  Tuesday. 

MR.  GREENE:  You  want  to  continue  with  that,  we'll  walk,  and  I  -- 

MR.  WILSON:  You  know  you  can  walk  any  time  you  want. 

MR.  GREENE:  Right,  we  will. 

MR.  WILSON:  And  you  let  me  finish. 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  I'm  not  going  to  let  you  finish  and  I  -  Shut  up.  You 
watch  your  mouth.  You  quit  abusing  him.  He's  giving  you  the  answer.  If  you 
don't  like  the  answer,  that's  tough,  move  to  compel,  but  shut  up  and  quit 
badgering  him  and  quit  badgering  me,  you  understand  me? 

MR.  WILSON:  Mr.  Greene,  I  have  no  trouble  understanding  you,  although 
you're  attempting  to  threaten  me,  I  don't  feel  threatened. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  really  don't  care.  I'm  telling  you  that  you  act  like  a 
gentleman,  okay.  The  witness  has  told  you  he's  not  going  to  answer  your 
question.  I've  told  you  he's  not  going  to  answer  your  question.  Now  move  on. 

MR.  WILSON:  And  you've  told  me  to  shut  up  three  times. 
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MR.  GREENE:  I  don't  care  how  many  times. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  He  shouted  at  you  to  shut  up  three  times,  let's  be 
specific. 

MR.  WILSON:  You  shouted  at  me. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  deleted  the  expletive. 

MR.  WILSON:  I  appreciate  it. 

MR.  GREENE:  Ask  a  question  and  move  on. 

MR.  WILSON:  I'll  ask  whatever  questions  I  want.  I'll  make  whatever 
comments  I  want  on  the  record.  And  unlike  you,  I  don't  need  to  do  it  —  you  can 
shout  at  me  all  you  want  and  you  don't  scare  me. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  really  don't  care. 

MR.  WILSON:  I'm  going  to  ask  you  one  more  time  if  you  feel  that  the  act  of 
Mr.  Armstrong  receiving  a  sum  of  money  is  attorney-client  communication,  is  that 
your  position? 

MS.  BARTILSON:  I  think  he's  nodding,  but  it's  hard  to  tell. 

MR.  GREENE:  You've  got  my  response. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol.  I,  pp.  117:17-120:13) 

QUESTION  NO.  34: 

Q.  Did  you  invest  some  of  the  proceeds  of  what  you  had  received  from 
the  settlement? 

A.  I  think  that  what  I  did  with  the  proceeds  are  not  a  correct  subject. 

It's  a  matter  of  privacy. 

Q.  So  you're  refusing  to  answer  the  question? 

A.  Right. 

(GA  Depo.  Vo!  IV,  pp.  459:23-460:3) 

QUESTION  NO.  35: 

Q.  Okay.  If  I  ask  you  any  other  questions  concerning  what  you  did  with 
the  proceeds  form  the  settlement,  you'll  refuse  to  answer  all  of  those  questions  as 
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A.  Right. 

Q.  And  if  I  ask  you  how  much  of  the  proceeds  were  still  remaining  in 
your  pocket  at  some  period  later  when  you  gave  away  all  your  assets  on  the 
instruction  of  God,  you  won't  tell  me  that  either,  correct? 

A.  Correct. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  IV,  pp.  460:20-461:4) 

REASONS  FOR  COMPELLING  RESPONSES  TO  CATEGORY  C 

Armstrong  claims,  as  an  affirmative  defense,  that  the  consideration  which  he 
received  pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement  was  inadequate.  [Amended 
Answer,  Aff.  Def.  No.  19]  The  agreement  itself  provided  that  a  lump  sum  amount 
would  be  given  to  Armstrong's  attorney,  for  the  settlement  of  multiple  cases,  and 
that  Armstrong's  attorney  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  Armstrong  was 
paid  an  adequate  amount.  CSI  was  not  made  privy  to  this  transaction  between 
Armstrong  and  his  attorney.  Accordingly,  to  counter  this  defense,  CSI  must 
discover  from  Armstrong  the  amount  that  he  was  actually  paid. 

Armstrong  has  told  the  media  how  much  he  was  paid  in  settlement;  he 
adopted  fully  the  briefing  and  exhibits  filed  by  Joseph  Yanny  in  this  action  which 
included  documentation  and  argument  asserting  that  Mr.  Armstrong  received 
$800,000  in  settlement.  Nonetheless,  as  demonstrated  above,  Armstrong  refused 
to  testify  as  to  how  much  he  received,  claiming  he  wanted  to  "honor"  an 
"agreement"  not  to  disclose  the  amount.  Plaintiff  requests  that  Armstrong  be 
compelled  to  admit  the  amount  in  a  verified  writing  or  return  to  deposition  and 
answer  the  question  under  oath. 

Similarly,  Armstrong  refused  to  testify  as  to  what  he  had  done  with  the 
proceeds.  The  agreement  includes  a  trust  placed  on  that  amount  to  guarantee  the 
payment  of  liquidated  damages  in  the  event  of  breach.  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  full 
disclosure  of  Mr.  Armstrong's  wastrel  activities  and  conveyances  in  order  to  secure 
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the  judgment  to  which  they  are  entitled.  Therefore,  plaintiff  requests  that 
Armstrong  be  required  to  return  to  deposition  and  fully  respond  to  all  of  the 
remaining  unanswered  questions  concerning  his  disposition  of  the  settlement 
proceeds. 

D .  DEPOSITION  QUESTIONS  CONCERNING  MR.  ARMSTRONG'S 

DISCUSSIONS  WITH  MICHAEL  WALTON  ABOUT  THE  SETTLEMENT 

QUESTION  NO.  36: 

Q.  And  did  Mr.  Flynn  tell  you  that  the  liquidated  damages  provisions 
were  reciprocal,  that  they  could  be  enforced  against  the  Church  as  well  as  against 
you? 

A.  I  don't  know  that  he  did. 

Q.  Okay. 

A.  This  was  something  that  another  lawyer  advised  me  of  because  I 
specifically  asked  about  that  and  he  said  in  order  for  them  to  enforceable,  they 
would  have  to  be  reciprocal. 

Q.  And  who  was  that  other  lawyer? 

A.  That  was  Walton. 

Q.  And  when  did  you  meet  with  him? 

A.  The  morning  before  signing  it. 


Q.  And  did  you  tell  him  what  your  concerns  were  about  the  settlement 
agreement? 

A.  I  think  that  anything  else  regarding  what  we  went  into,  I  would 
decline  regarding  that  communication  and  just  maintain  the  attorney-client  privilege 
with  regards  to  my  communications  with  Walton. 

Q.  Your  attorney  can  advise  you  on  this,  but  you  can't  tell  me  part  of  the 
communication  and  then  decline  to  tell  me  the  rest  of  it. 

A.  Okay.  Then  I'll  withdraw  that  earlier  part. 
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Q.  You  can't  do  that  either. 

A.  Well  - 

Q.  You've  disclosed  it.  You  can't  disclose  part  of  it  and  then  refuse  to 
tell  me  what  happened  in  the  rest  of  it. 

A.  Oh,  okay.  Well,  I'm  going  to  maintain  it  in  any  case. 

Q.  Okay.  So  I  don't  want  to  waste  a  lot  of  our  time  asking  you  anymore 

questions  about  it  ~ 

A.  No,  don't. 

Q.  Please  let  me  finish. 

A.  Okay. 

Q.  I  don't  want  to  waste  time  asking  questions  that  you  won't  answer. 

If  I  ask  you  any  more  questions  about  the  meeting  between  you  and  Mr.  Walton, 
the  substance  of  what  happened,  will  you  refuse  to  answer  on  the  basis  of 
attorney-client  privilege? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  Other  than  what  you've  already  testified  to. 

A.  Right. 

Q.  And  I  don't  want  to  get  Mr.  Greene  angry  at  me  again  for  questioning 
him,  but  are  you  instructing  him  not  to  answer  or  is  he  just  doing  it  on  his  own? 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  I'm  instructing  him  not  to  answer  and  we'll  litigated  [sic  - 
litigate]  that. 

MR.  WILSON:  So  if  I  ask  him  any  more  questions  about  his  conversations 
with  Mr.  Walton,  about  the  once  that  occurred  at  their  meeting  that  he's  testified 
to,  you'll  instruct  him  not  to  answer? 

MR.  GREENE:  Right. 

MR.  WILSON:  And  the  basis  will  be  attorney-client  privilege? 

MR.  WILSON  [sic  -  GREENE]:  Correct. 

(GA  Depo.  Vol  I,  pp.  163:7-166:24) 
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REASONS  FOR  COMPELLING  RESPONSES  TO  CATEGORY  D 


Armstrong  has  claimed  as  a  defense  to  this  action  that  his  own  attorneys 
told  him  that  the  agreement  was  unenforceable  before  he  signed  it.  Armstrong  has 
testified  that  he  discussed  the  settlement  agreement  with  one  of  those  attorneys, 
Michael  Walton,  before  he  signed  the  agreement.  Although  Armstrong  has 
previously  and  specifically  waived  any  attorney-client  privilege  concerning  his 
discussions  with  attorneys  about  the  settlement  agreement,  he  refused,  in 
Question  36,  to  answer  any  questions  about  this  conversation  based  on  the 
attorney-client  privilege.  This  is  patent  abuse  of  the  discovery  process.  Once 
waived,  the  privilege  cannot  be  resurrected  at  a  party's  whim.  Armstrong  should 
be  compelled  to  return  to  deposition  immediately  and  respond  to  a  full  inquiry  as  to 
his  conversation(s)  with  Mr.  Walton  concerning  the  settlement  agreement. 

E.  DOCUMENT  REQUEST  TO  DEFENDANT  GERALD  ARMSTRONG 

REQUEST  NO.  1: 

1.  All  documents  in  your  possession  which  in  any  way  discuss,  mention, 
concern,  relate  or  refer  to  the  Church  of  Scientology  International,  the  Religious 
Technology  Center,  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  any  Church  of  Scientology,  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  1: 

1.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney- 
client  privilege.  Attorney  work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege. 

Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly 
burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  Privacy 
privilege.  Psychotherapist  patient  privilege.  First  amendment  religious  liberty 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  12: 
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12.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Steven  Hunziker,  Kate 
Schuchmann  or  Virginia  Sanders'  legal  disputes  with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities 
or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  including,  without  limitation, 
correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape  recordings, 
videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  12: 

12.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  13: 

13.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  Steven 
Hunziker,  Kate  Schuchmann  or  Virginia  Sanders,  their  employees,  agents, 
representatives,  attorneys,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A. 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  13: 

13.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  14: 
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14.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Steven  Hunziker, 


Kate  Schuchmann  or  Virginia  Sanders,  their  employees,  agents,  attorneys, 
representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which 
relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or 
referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  14: 

14.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduiy  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  15: 

1  5.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  Priscilla  Coates,  Cynthia  Kisser  or  Dennis  Erlich,  including,  without 
limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape 
recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  15: 

15.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  16: 

1  6.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  the  Cult 
Awareness  Network,  Priscilla  Coates,  Cynthia  Kisser,  or  Dennis  Erlich,  their 
employees,  agents,  attorneys,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after 
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December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities 
or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  16: 

16.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  17: 

17.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  Priscilla  Coates,  Cynthia  Kisser,  or  Dennis  Erlich,  their  employees, 
agents,  attorneys,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6, 
1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals 
listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and 
Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the 
Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  17: 

17.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  18: 

18.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  Orrick, 
Herrington  &  Sutcliffe,  Cynthia  Remmers,  Timothy  Long,  William  Darden  or  Marie 
Cawiev,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns, 
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after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  18: 

18.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  19: 

19.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Orrick,  Herrington  & 
Sutcliffe,  Cynthia  Remmers,  Timothy  Long,  William  Darden  or  Marie  Cawley,  their 
employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December 
6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or 
individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims 
and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to 
the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  19: 

19.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other 
source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First 
amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First  Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy 
privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  26: 

26.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  John  Clifton 
Elstead,  John  C.  Rogalski,  Nancy  Miller  or  James  Rummond,  their  employees, 
agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
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which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  26: 

26.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Priest  penitent  privilege. 
Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly 
burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First 
Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy  privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  27: 

27.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  John  Clifton 
Elstead,  John  C.  Rogalski,  Nancy  Miller  or  James  Rummond,  their  employees, 
agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  27: 

27.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Priest  penitent  privilege. 
Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly 
burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First 
Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy  privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  28: 

28.  All  documents  which  mention,  concern,  relate  or  refer  to  plaintiff  or 
any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
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attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  which  you  delivered  at  any 
time  to  Ford  Greene  or  John  Elstead,  provided,  however,  that  this  request  shall  not 
be  construed  to  request  documents  which  comprise  attorney-client 
communications  or  attorney  work  product; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  28: 

28.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Priest  penitent  privilege. 
Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative.  Unduly 
burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First 
Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy  privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  29: 

29.  Any  book,  manuscript  or  other  literary  work  written  by  you  in  any 
form,  whether  in  handwritten  form,  typed  or  printed  manuscript  form,  galley 
proofs,  on  computer  disk,  which  concern  in  any  way  your  experiences  with 
plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of 
the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  or  with 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  or  which  in  any  way  refer  to  any  Church  of 
Scientology,  the  Scientology  religion,  any  member  of  any  Church  of  Scientology, 
any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  or  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  29: 

29.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
client  privilege.  Attorney  work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Priest 
penitent  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative. 
Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First 


35 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy  privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  30: 

30.  Any  document  of  any  kind,  including  receipts,  cancelled  checks, 
invoices,  billings  or  other  documents  referring  to  or  reflecting  in  any  manner  on  the 
payment  to  you  of  money,  from  December,  1986  until  the  present,  by  Joseph  A. 
Yanny,  Joseph  A.  Yanny,  P.C.,  Ford  Greene,  the  Hub  Law  Offices,  John  Elstead, 
James  Rummond,  John  C.  Rogalski,  Toby  Plevin,  Graham  Berry,  David  Parker, 
Lewis,  D'Amato,  Brisbois  and  Bisgaard,  Barry  Van  Sickle,  Richard  Wynne, 

Cummins  &  White,  Bent  Corydon,  Paul  Morantz,  Richard  Aznaran,  Vicki  Aznaran, 
their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  in  exchange 
for  your  services  or  to  reimburse  you  tor  expenses  allegedly  incurred  by  you,  in 
aiding  them  in  legal  disputes,  other  than  your  own,  with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  30: 

30.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
client  privilege.  Attorney  work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Priest 
penitent  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative. 
Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First 
Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy  privilege. 

REQUEST  NO.  31: 

31.  Any  document  which  refers  to,  concerns  or  mentions  plaintiff  or  any 
of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  which  you  or  your 
attorneys,  from  December  6,  1986  to  the  present,  provided  to  any  representative 
of  the  media,  including  but  not  limited  to  television,  newspaper  and/or  radio 
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representatives; 

DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  31: 

31.  Too  general  to  be  susceptible  of  reasonable  interpretation.  Attorney 
client  privilege.  Attorney  work  product  privilege.  Joint  defense  privilege.  Priest 
penitent  privilege.  Obtainable  from  some  other  source.  Unreasonably  cumulative. 
Unduly  burdensome  and  expensive.  First  amendment  free  speech  privilege.  First 
Amendment  religious  liberty.  Privacy  privilege. 

F.  DOCUMENT  REQUESTS  TO  THE  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION 

("GAC") 

REQUEST  NO.  1: 

1 .  All  documents  in  your  possession  which  in  any  way  discuss,  mention, 
concern,  relate  or  refer  to  the  Church  of  Scientology  International,  the  Religious 
Technology  Center,  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  any  Church  of  Scientology,  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  1: 

1 .  This  responding  non-party  generally  objects  to  plaintiff's  subpena 
duces  tecum  as  it  is  in  violation  of  California  Civil  Code  Sec.  3517  which  states 
that  no  one  may  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong; 

2.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  plaintiff  has  unclean  hands  and  the 
doors  of  the  court  should  be  shut  against  it  in  limine: 

3.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  is  burdensome  and  oppressive; 

4.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  seeks  information  protected  by  the 
attorney-client  privilege; 
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5.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  the  documents  demanded  are  irrelevant 


to  the  subject  matter  and  not  calculated  to  lead  to  the  discovery  of  admissible 
evidence; 

6.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  production  of  religious 
materials  protected  by  holy  privilege  and  subject  to  First  Amendment  (U.S.C.A. 
Const.  Amend.); 

7.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  is  suppressive  of  the  constitutionally 
guaranteed  right  of  free  speech; 

8.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  is  overboard,  ambiguous,  amorphous 
and  ridiculous; 

9.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  information  protected  by 
the  psychotherapist-patient  privilege; 

10.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  information  protected  by 
the  priest-penitent  privilege; 

11.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  production  of  documents 
protected  by  the  paralegal/attorney  work  product  privilege; 

12.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  intrudes  into  the  constitutionally 
protected  right  of  privacy; 

13.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  intrudes  into  the  constitutionally 
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protected  right  of  privacy  of  third  parties; 


14.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  categories  therein  are  not  specified, 
pursuant  to  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  reasonable  particularity; 

15.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  unpublished  materials 
protected  by  the  newsman's  privilege; 

16.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  is  in  furtherance  of  a  crime; 

17.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  protected  trade  secrets; 

18.  As  a  separate  and  general  objection  this  responding  non-party  objects 
to  plaintiff's  subpena  duces  tecum  because  it  demands  protected  religious  trade 
secrets; 

19.  Regarding  demand  1,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  18 
above  and  objects  moreover  and  specifically  because  there  is  no  Exhibit  A  attached 
to  the  complaint  in  this  action;  nor  is  there  a  statement  or  hint  in  the  complaint 
that  there  was  intended  to  be  attached  an  Exhibit  A  thereto; 

REQUEST  NO.  2: 

2.  All  documents  obtained  by  you  from  plaintiff  or  from  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  2: 

20.  Regarding  demand  2,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
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subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above  and  objects  moreover  and  specifically  because  there  again  Exhibit  A  is 
missing; 


REQUEST  NO.  3: 

3.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Gerald  Armstrong's  legal 
disputes  with  plaintiff,  Religious  Technology  Center  or  Church  of  Scientology  of 
California,  including,  without  limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes, 
invoices,  billing  slips,  tape  recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  3: 

21.  Regarding  demand  3,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  18 
above  and  objects  moreover  and  specifically  because  it  is  offensive,  burdensome 
and  mean  spirited  since  plaintiff  possesses  all  such  documents.  Nevertheless, 
responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this  demand  which  are  not 
otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on  the  basis  of  prepayment 
by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  4: 

4.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  received  by  you  from  Gerald 
Armstrong,  his  employees,  agents,  representatives,  attorneys,  officers,  directors  or 
assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any 
of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  4: 

22.  Regarding  demand  4,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
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above; 


REQUEST  NO.  5: 

5.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Gerald  Armstrong, 
his  employees,  agents,  representatives,  attorneys,  officers,  directors  or  assigns, 
after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  5: 

23.  Regarding  demand  5,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above; 

REQUEST  NO.  6: 

6.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Joseph  A.  Yanny's  legal 
disputes  with  plaintiff,  Religious  Technology  Center  or  Church  of  Scientology  of 
California,  including,  without  limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes, 
invoices,  billing  slips,  tape  recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  6: 

24.  Regarding  demand  6,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  18 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  7: 

7.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  received  by  you  from  Joseph  A. 
Yanny,  or  Joseph  A.  Yanny,  P.C.,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives. 
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attorneys,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to 
or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in 
paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as 
Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  7: 

25.  Regarding  demand  7,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  8: 

8.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Joseph  A.  Yanny, 
or  Joseph  A.  Yanny,  P.C.,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  attorneys, 
officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or 
concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in 
paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as 
Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  8: 

26.  Regarding  demand  8,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  oh 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  9: 
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5. 


All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Vicki  or  Richard  Aznaran's 


legal  disputes  with  plaintiff  or  Religious  Technology  Center,  including,  without 
limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape 
recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  9: 

27.  Regarding  demand  9,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  10: 

10.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  received  by  you  from  Vicki  or  Richard 
Aznaran,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  attorneys,  officers,  directors  or 
assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any 
of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  10: 

28.  Regarding  demand  10,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUESTNO.11: 

11.  AN  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Vicki  or  Richard 
Aznaran,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  attorneys,  directors  or 
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assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any 
of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  11: 

29.  Regarding  demand  1 1,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  12: 

12.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Bent  Corydon's  legal 
disputes  with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in 
paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as 
Exhibit  A,  including,  without  limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes, 
invoices,  billing  slips,  tape  recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  12: 

30.  Regarding  demand  12,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  13: 

8.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  received  by  you  from  Bent  Corydon  or 
Mary  Corydon,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  attorneys,  officers, 
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directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the 
plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of 
the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  13: 

31.  Regarding  demand  13,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  14: 

14.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Bent  Corydon  or 
Mary  Corydon,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  attorneys,  officers, 
directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the 
plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of 
the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  14: 

32.  Regarding  demand  14,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  15: 

15.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Steven  Hunziker,  Kate 
Schuchmann  or  Virginia  Sanders'  legal  disputes  with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities 
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or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  including,  without  limitation, 
correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape  recordings, 
videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  15: 

33.  Regarding  demand  15,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  16: 

16.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  Steven 
Hunziker,  Kate  Schuchmann  or  Virginia  Sanders,  their  employees,  agents, 
representatives,  attorneys,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  16: 

34.  Regarding  demand  16,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  oh 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  17: 
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17.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Steven  Hunziker, 


Kate  Schuchmann  or  Virginia  Sanders,  their  employees,  agents,  attorneys, 
representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986,  which 
relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or 
referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  17: 

35.  Regarding  demand  17,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  18: 

18.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  Priscilla  Coates,  Cynthia  Kisser  or  Dennis  Erlich,  including,  without 
limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape 
recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  18: 

36.  Regarding  demand  18,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  19: 

19.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  the  Cult 
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Awareness  Network,  Priscilla  Coates,  Cynthia  Kisser,  or  Dennis  Erlich,  their 
employees,  agents,  attorneys,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after 
December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities 
or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  actio  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  19: 

37.  Regarding  demand  19,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  20: 

20.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  Priscilla  Coates,  Cynthia  Kisser,  or  Dennis  Erlich,  their  employees, 
agents,  attorneys,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6, 
1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals 
listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and 
Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the 
Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  20: 

38.  Regarding  demand  20,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this' 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 
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REQUEST  NO.  21: 


21 .  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  Orrick, 
Herrington  &  Sutcliffe,  Cynthia  Remmers,  Timothy  Long,  William  Darden  or  Marie 
Cawley,  their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns, 
after  December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  21: 

39.  Regarding  demand  21,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  22: 

22.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Orrick,  Herrington  & 
Sutcliffe,  Cynthia  Remmers,  Timothy  Long,  William  Darden  or  Marie  Cawley,  their 
employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December 
6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or 
individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims 
and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to 
the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  22: 

40.  Regarding  demand  22,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
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demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 


REQUEST  NO.  23: 

23.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  David  Mayo's  legal  disputes 
with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  in  paragraph  1  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a 
copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  including, 
without  limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape 
recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  23: 

41.  Regarding  demand  23,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  24: 

24.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  David  Mayo, 
Jerold  Fagelbaum,  Bright  &  Powel,  Gary  Bright,  the  Church  of  the  New  Civilization, 
John  Nelson,  Harvey  Haber,  Vivien  Zegel  or  Dede  Reisdorf,  their  employees, 
agents,  attorneys,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6, 
1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals 
listed  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  24: 

42.  Regarding  demand  24,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
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subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  25: 

25.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  David  Mayo,  Jerold 
Fagelbaum,  Bright  &  Powel,  Gary  Bright,  the  Church  of  the  New  Civilization,  John 
Nelson,  Harvey  Haber,  Vivien  Zegel  or  Dede  Reisdorf,  their  employees,  agents, 
representatives,  attorneys,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as 
Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  25: 

43.  Regarding  demand  25,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  26: 

26.  All  documents  which  relate  to  or  concern  Larry  Wollersheim's  legal 
disputes  with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  in  paragraph  1  of 
the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  including, 
without  limitation,  correspondence,  memoranda,  notes,  invoices,  billing  slips,  tape 
recordings,  videotapes  or  records  of  any  kind; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  26: 
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44.  Regarding  demand  26,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 


subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  27: 

27.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  received  from  Larry  Wollersheim,  his 
employees,  agents,  attorneys,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after 
December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities 
or  individuals  listed  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and 
Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the 
Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  27: 

45.  Regarding  demand  27,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  28: 

28.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  Larry  Wollersheim, 
his  employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after 
December  6,  1986,  which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities 
or  individuals  listed  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and 
Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the 
Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  28: 
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46.  Regarding  demand  28,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  29: 

29.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  received  from  John  Clifton 
Elstead,  John  C.  Rogalski,  Nancy  Miller  cr  James  Rummond,  their  employees, 
agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  29: 

47.  Regarding  demand  29,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  30: 

30.  All  correspondence  of  any  kind  which  you  sent  to  John  Clifton 
Elstead,  John  C.  Rogalski,  Nancy  Miller  or  James  Rummond,  their  employees, 
agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  after  December  6,  1986, 
which  relates  to  or  concerns  the  plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed 
or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in 
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GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  30: 

48.  Regarding  demand  30,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  31: 

31.  All  documents  which  mention,  concern,  relate  or  refer  to  plaintiff  or 
any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  which  you  delivered  at  any 
time  to  Ford  Greene  or  John  Elstead,  provided,  however,  that  this  request  shall  not 
be  construed  to  request  documents  which  comprise  attorney-client 
communications  or  attorney  work  product; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  31: 

49.  Regarding  demand  31,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  32: 

32.  Any  book,  manuscript  or  other  literary  work  written  by  you  in  any 
form,  whether  in  handwritten  form,  typed  or  printed  manuscript  form,  galley 
proofs,  on  computer  disk,  which  concern  in  any  way  your  experiences  with 
plaintiff  or  any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of 
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the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  or  with 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  or  which  in  any  way  refer  to  any  Church  of 
Scientology,  the  Scientology  religion,  any  member  of  any  Church  of  Scientology, 
any  of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  or  to  the  internal 
Revenue  Service; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  32: 

50.  Regarding  demand  32,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above. 

REQUEST  NO.  33: 

33.  Any  document  of  any  kind,  including  receipts,  cancelled  checks, 
invoices,  billings  or  other  documents  referring  to  or  reflecting  in  any  manner  on  the 
payment  to  you  of  money,  from  December,  1986  until  the  present,  by  Joseph  A. 
Yanny,  Joseph  A.  Yanny,  P.C.,  Ford  Greene,  the  Hub  Law  Offices,  John  Elstead, 
James  Rummond,  John  C.  Rogalski,  Toby  Plevin,  Graham  Berry,  David  Parker, 
Lewis,  D'Amato,  Brisbois  and  Bisgaard,  Barry  Van  Sickle,  Richard  Wynne, 

Cummins  &  White,  Bent  Corydon,  Paul  Morantz,  Richard  Aznaran,  Vicki  Aznaran, 
their  employees,  agents,  representatives,  officers,  directors  or  assigns,  in  exchange 
for  your  services  or  to  reimburse  you  for  expenses  allegedly  incurred  by  you,  in 
aiding  them  in  legal  disputes,  other  than  your  own,  with  plaintiff  or  any  of  the 
entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  33: 
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51.  Regarding  demand  33,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiffs  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 


subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above. 

REQUEST  NO.  34: 

34.  Any  document  which  refers  to,  concerns  or  mentions  plaintiff  or  any 
of  the  entities  or  individuals  listed  or  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  to  the  Complaint  in  this  action  as  Exhibit  A,  which  you  or  your 
attorneys,  from  December  6,  1986  to  the  present,  provided  to  any  representative 
of  the  media,  including  but  not  limited  to  television,  newspaper  and/or  radio 
representatives; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  34: 

52.  Regarding  demand  34,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above. 

REQUEST  NO.  35: 

35.  The  Articles  of  Incorporation  for  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation; 

GAC'S  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  NO.  35: 

53.  Regarding  demand  35,  section  B.  of  Exhibit  A  to  plaintiff's  notice  of 
taking  the  deposition  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  pertaining  to  plaintiff's 
subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  18 
above.  Nevertheless,  responding  party  will  produce  documents  described  in  this 
demand  which  are  not  otherwise  privileged  as  expeditiously  as  reasonable  and  on 
the  basis  of  prepayment  by  plaintiff  of  copying  charges. 

REQUEST  NO.  36: 

36.  The  By-laws  of  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation; 
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subpena  duces  tecum,  responding  non-party  repeats  objections  1  through  19 
above. 


REASONS  FOR  COMPELLING  RESPONSES  TO  CATEGORIES  E  AND  F 

Both  Armstrong  and  the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  have  admitted  to  the 
possession  of  many  documents,  non-privileged,  which  are  responsive  to  the 
document  requests  which  accompanied  the  notices  of  deposition,  but  have  refused 
to  produce  them  for  inspection  and  copying.  As  is  evident  from  the  requests 
quoted  above,  the  documents  requested  include  things  such  as  correspondence 
between  Armstrong  and  others  which  concern  or  refer  to  CSI  and  the  other 
protected  entities  and  individuals;  books  or  manuscripts  written  by  Armstrong 
which  relate  or  refer  to  his  experiences  with  Scientology;  and  documentation 
concerning  the  payment  to  Armstrong  of  money  or  wages  for  his  work  as  a 
paralegal  in  cases  in  which  CSI  and  related  entities  are  opposing  parties.  All  of 
these  requests  are  plainly  and  directly  related  to  discovery  of  the  extent  of 
Armstrong's  breaches  of  the  agreement.  The  requested  documents  represent 
evidence  of  Armstrong's  breach  of  his  agreements  not  to  discuss  his  experiences, 
not  to  publish  articles,  books  or  materials  concerning  his  experiences  or  aid  others 
in  doing  so,  and  not  to  voluntarily  provide  assistance  to  persons  litigating  or 
seeking  to  litigate  against  the  protected  entities  and  individuals. 

Defendants'  response  to  these  valid  requests  has  been  to  make  a  mockery 
of  the  discovery  process.  Armstrong  first  sought  to  charge  CSI  thousands  of 
dollars  before  he  would  even  begin  to  look  for  any  documents.  Next,  he  refused  to 
produce  any  documents  at  all  for  inspection,  claiming  that  he  had  over  3000  pages 
that  he  was  willing  to  produce,  but  only  if  CSI  paid  him  $1500  in  advance  for 
copying.  He  has  refused  all  reasonable  offers  of  compromise.  In  addition,  both 
defendants  have  raised  a  panoply  of  objections  in  response  to  nearly  every 
document  request,  claiming  that  additional  documents  exist,  but  are  privileged. 
Contrary  to  the  requirements  of  C.C.P.  §2031  (f)(3),  defendants  have  not  produced 
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a  privilege  log  identifying  these  documents,  so  CSI  is  not  able  to  ascertain  whether 
there  is  any  merit  to  any  of  the  claims  of  privilege.  Indeed,  most  of  the  claims 
appear  to  be  boilerplate  of  the  most  nonsensical  sort.  For  example,  Request  No. 

19  asks  for  all  correspondence  which  Armstrong  sent  to  the  attorneys  for 
defendants  in  the  case  of  Hunziker  v.  Applied  Materials,  a  case  in  which  Armstrong 
voluntarily  appeared  for  deposition  as  an  "expert  witness"  for  plaintiff  Hunziker  on 
the  subject  of  his  experiences  as  a  member  of  the  Scientology  religion.  Armstrong 
claims  that  this  request  violates  the  attorney  work  product  privilege,  the  "joint 
defense"  privilege,  the  "first  amendment  free  speech"  privilege,  the  "First 
Amendment  religious  liberty"  privilege,  and  the  "privacy"  privilege.  It  is  difficult  to 
imagine  how  any  correspondence  which  Armstrong,  a  witness  hired  by  a  plaintiff, 
sent  to  the  attorneys  for  a  defendant,  could  possibly  qualify  for  any  of  these 
privileges.  It  is  also  hard  to  imagine  how  such  correspondence  could  be 
"obtainable  [by  CSI]  from  some  other  source,"  since  CSI  was  not  a  party  to  that 
litigation,  or  how  it  could  be  "unduly  burdensome  and  expensive"  for  Armstrong  to 
produce  whatever  correspondence  in  the  matter  he  has.  Yet  these  are  precisely 
the  objections  raised  to  this,  and  15  other  requests,  all  similarly  specific  to  possible 
instances  of  breach  by  Armstrong,  all  relevant,  and  none  obviously  privileged. 

Accordingly,  CSI  requests  that  defendants  be  ordered  to  produce,  forthwith, 
for  inspection  and  copying,  all  documents  responsive  to  the  demands  set  forth  in 
the  Separate  Statement  to  which  they  do  not  claim  a  privilege,  including  but  not 
limited  to  the  3,000  pages  which  Armstrong  has  already  admitted  exist,  together 
with  a  log,  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §2031  (3)(f),  "identifying]  with  particularity  any 
document  .  .  .  falling  within  any  category  of  item  in  the  demand  to  which  an 
objection  is  being  made,"  and  "set[ting]  forth  clearly  the  extent  of,  and  the  specific 
ground  for,  the  objection." 

Dated:  January  6,  1993  Respectfully  submitted, 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 

WILSON,  RYAN  AND  CAMPILONGO 
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BOWLES  &  MOXON 


Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd.,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  January  6,  1993,  I  served  the  foregoing  document 
described  as  SEPARATE  STATEMENT  OF  DEPOSITION  QUESTIONS  AND 
REQUESTS  FOR  INSPECTION  OF  DOCUMENTS  TO  BE  COMPELLED  on 
interested  parties  in  this  action  as  follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  as 
stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy  thereof  in  a 
sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 


Ford  Greene 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  94960-1949 


[X]  BY  MAIL  —  I  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid. 

Executed  on  January  6,  1993,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE  —  I  delivered  such  envelopes  by  hand  to 
the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  _ ,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  that  the  above  is  true  and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the  office  of  a 
member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at  whose  direction  the  service 
was  made. 


Type  or  Print  Name 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd. ,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  January  6,  1993,  I  served  the  foregoing  document 
described  as  SEPARATE  STATEMENT  OF  DEPOSITION  QUESTIONS  AND 
REQUESTS  FOR  INSPECTION  OF  DOCUMENTS  TO  BE  COMPELLED  on 
interested  parties  in  this  action  as  follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  as 
stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy  thereof  in  a 
sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 


Paul  Morantz 
P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[X]  BY  MAIL  —  I  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid. 

Executed  on  January  6,  1993,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE  —  I  delivered  such  envelopes  by  hand  to 
the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  _ ,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  that  the  above  is  true  and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the  office  of  a 
member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at  whose  direction  the  service 
was  made. 


